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Introduction 

In accordance with the City Auditor’s 2007-08 Audit Workplan, we have 
completed An Audit of Retirement Services Travel Expenses.  We conducted 
this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the 
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe 
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We limited our work to those 
areas specified in the Audit Objective, Scope, and Methodology section of 
this report. 

The City Auditor’s Office thanks the Retirement Services Department 
(RSD), the Boardmembers of the Federated City Employees’ Retirement 
System and the Police and Fire Department Retirement Plan, staff of the 
City Clerk’s Office, and staff of the Finance Department who gave their 
time, information, insight, and cooperation during the audit process. 

  
Background 

The City’s Pension Plans 

City of San José employees are served by two pension plans – the Federated 
City Employees’ Retirement System (Federated) and the Police and Fire 
Department Retirement Plan (Police and Fire).   

Both pension plans use investment income and employer and employee 
contributions to provide eligible retirees with defined-benefit pensions 
based on their years of service and highest compensation.  The plans also 
provide eligible retirees with medical benefits, and “…survivor benefits and 
permanent disability benefits to qualified members and their beneficiaries.” 

While they serve the same function, the two pension plans differ from each 
other in some key ways including their retirement eligibility requirements; 
employee and employer contribution rates; eligibility for benefits for 
retirees’ spouses, dependents, and beneficiaries; and compensation 
formulas. 

At the close of fiscal year 2006-07, the fair value of Federated’s 
investments exceeded $1.86 billion.  The fair value of Police and Fire’s 
investments exceeded $2.7 billion. 
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According to its 2006-07 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), 
the time-weighted rates of return for Federated’s assets during fiscal year 
2006-07 was 16.22 percent versus the Benchmark return of 15.69 percent, 
which placed Federated’s total return in the second quartile of the Trust 
Universe Comparison Service Public Fund (TUCS®) and in the third 
quartile of the TUCS Master Trust Universe.  Over long term periods, the 
portfolio has earned total annualized returns of 11.74 percent over the past 
three years and 11.78 percent over the past five years, and ranked in the 51st 
and the 26th percentiles, respectively, of the TUCS Public Fund Universe.  
During fiscal year 2006-07, Police and Fire earned a time-weighted rate of 
return of 19.3 percent on investments, compared to 18.8 percent for its 
benchmark and 17.6 percent for the Trust Universe Comparison Service 
Public Fund Median.1   

The Boards Of Administration 

Per the San José Municipal Code, the two pension plans are managed, 
administered, and controlled by their respective Boards of Administration.  
The Boards’ specific duties include: 

• Considering requests for retirement; 

• Holding exclusive control of the administration and investment of 
the retirement funds; 

• Determining employees’ eligibility for membership in the pension 
plans; and 

• Determining employees’ eligibility for retirement benefits. 

The Boards hold sole fiduciary responsibility for the security of members’ 
pension resources.  In fulfilling their fiduciary responsibilities, the Boards 
enlist outside consultants for an array of professional services.  The Boards 
possess broad and flexible investment authority.  They also possess the 
authority to make and enforce reasonable rules and regulations for the 
administration, management, and control of the pension plans.  The 
following exhibitions detail the Boards’ composition. 

                                                 
1 According to the current RSD Director, “Different consultants lead to different asset allocations based on 
their return/risk assumptions.  The index returns for each of those allocations roll up to a unique trust fund 
benchmark.  Not unusual in the trust fund world, where even within families of funds, different boards lead to 
very different results.” 
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Exhibit 1:  Membership Of The Two Boards Of Administration 

Federated City Employees’ 
Retirement System 

Police And Fire Department 
Retirement Plan 

2 City of San José Councilmembers 2 City of San José Councilmembers 

1 Fire Department Employee 
2 City Employees 

1 Police Department Employee 

1 Plan Retiree 1 Plan Retiree 

1 Public Member 1 Employee of the City of San José 
Administration 

1 Civil Service Commissioner 1 Civil Service Commissioner 

Source: Generated using the San José Municipal Code. 

Exhibit 2:  Board Committees 

Federated City Employees’ 
Retirement System 

Police And Fire Department 
Retirement Plan 

Joint Committee 

Solutions to Retiree Health Care Committee 

Committee Committee 

Investment Committee Investment Committee 

Real Estate Committee Real Estate Committee 

Investment Committee of the Whole Investment Committee of the Whole 

  Audit Committee 

Source: Generated from information provided by RSD Staff. 

The Retirement Services Department  

RSD’s core service is to “Administer Retirement Plans” by implementing 
“policies and procedures to deliver retirement benefits and maintain the 
retirement plans.”  In delivering this core service, RSD performs the 
following key functions: 

Supervises the Investment of Plan Assets.  RSD’s investment staff 
work with and monitor external investment managers and ensure 
that they are complying with the Boards’ investment policies and 
guidelines. 

Provides Retirement Planning and Counseling.  RSD advises 
current and former City employees and their beneficiaries on their 
retirement benefits.  RSD provides these services through in-person 
consultations as well as through seminars, courses, and other group 
educational events. 
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Administers Retirement Benefits.  RSD provides pension 
payments to retirees, and enrolls retirees in their health and dental 
plans.  RSD staff are also responsible for tracking revenue and 
expenses for the retirement plans. 

Analyzes, Develops, and Recommends Retirement Policy.  RSD 
staff analyze, develop, and recommend retirement policy for the 
Boards’ consideration. 

The City of San José 2007-08 Adopted Operating Budget authorized 28.13 
positions and allocated $3,186,541 to RSD. 

The Director of RSD is responsible for ensuring that the department 
performs its key operations.  In addition, per the City of San José Municipal 
Code, the RSD Director acts as the Secretary of the two plans’ Boards of 
Administration and is responsible for supporting both Boards.  As the head 
of RSD, the RSD Director reports to the City Manager. 

Traveling On Behalf Of The Retirement Services Department And The 
Boards 

Select staff of RSD and members of the Boards travel as part of their 
professional responsibilities.  Business-related travel by RSD staff and 
Boardmembers can be divided into the following three categories: 

Conferences, Education, and Training.  RSD staff and members 
of both Boards are encouraged to pursue educational and training 
opportunities. 

Retreats.  The Boards hold annual retreats. 

Due Diligence.  Boardmembers and staff from the RSD may travel 
when necessary to evaluate and monitor managers, consultants, and 
investments. 

When traveling, RSD staff are subject to the City of San José Employee 
Travel Policy.  However, the respective Boards of Administration follow 
their own travel policies for Board-related travel.  The City of San José 
Employee Travel Policy and the travel policies adopted by the two Boards 
define reasonable and necessary travel by outlining general travel 
restrictions.  Copies of these policies are attached in Appendices B, C, D, 
and E. 
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Travel Activity For RSD Staff And Boardmembers 

Federated and Police and Fire fund travel activities that benefit their 
respective plans.  According to RSD’s accounting of travel expenses, in 
fiscal year 2006-07, Federated expended over $30,000 on travel activities, 
while Police and Fire expended over $60,000 during the same time period.2  
Federated tends to spend a greater part of its travel budget on training and 
educational events, while Police and Fire tends to spend a greater part of its 
travel budget on due diligence trips.  The following exhibits illustrate how 
Federated and Police and Fire spent their travel funds during fiscal years 
2005-06 and 2006-07. 

Exhibit 3:  The Boards Used Travel Funds Primarily For Three Types Of 
Travel In FYs 2005-06 And 2006-07 

$-

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

$70,000

$80,000

$90,000

Federated 
2005-06

Police and Fire 
2005-06

Federated 
2006-07

Police and Fire 
2006-07

Retreat Due Diligence Training

58%

38%

43%

54%

55%

39%

47%

53%

 
Source: Generated from information provided by RSD Staff. 

Costs generated by individual RSD staff members and Boardmembers 
during fiscal year 2005-06 are shown below.  Also shown are total costs 
generated by all individuals traveling on behalf of RSD, Federated, and 
Police and Fire during fiscal year 2005-06. 

                                                 
2 This includes RSD staff travel costs.  When traveling for the benefit of both Boards, RSD staff’s travel costs 
are distributed between the two funds. 
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Exhibit 4:  Travel Costs Vary Among RSD, Federated, And Police And Fire 
Travelers In FY 2005-06 

$-

$5,000

$10,000

$15,000

$20,000

$25,000

RSD Police and Fire Federated

$36,000
14 Travelers

$61,000
6 Travelers

$31,000
8 Travelers

 
Source: Generated from information provided by RSD Staff 

Travel-Related Responsibilities  

The travel policies adopted by the Boards prescribe specific responsibilities 
for travelers, the Boards of Administration, and the RSD Director.  In 
addition, the City’s Finance Department handles the final approval of travel 
expense claims.  The exhibit below summarizes key responsibilities and 
identifies the parties that perform them. 
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Exhibit 5:  Shared Responsibilities For Board And RSD Travel 

 Responsibility Traveler Board Of 
Administration 

RSD Director 
And/Or 

Designee 
Finance 

Department

Propose Travel Activities     

Develop Schedule of Training 
Events/Conferences 
(Federated) 

    

Approve Travel Budget     

Complete Application for 
Education/Training     PR

E-
EV

EN
T 

Make Travel Arrangements/ 
Provide Travel Confirmations     

Submit Oral or Written Travel 
Report to the Boards 
(Federated) 

    

Submit Statement of Travel 
Expenses     

Review for Final Processing by 
Finance Department     

PO
ST

-E
VE

N
T 

Process Statement of Travel 
Expenses Finalize 
Reimbursements 

    

Source: Compiled by Auditor Staff. 
  
Audit Objective, Scope, And Methodology 

The objective of our audit was to evaluate the effectiveness of internal 
controls pertaining to travel of RSD staff members and members of the 
retirement Boards.  More specifically, we evaluated: 1) travelers’ 
compliance with their respective travel policies; 2) the reasonableness of 
travel expenditures; 3) the adequacy of applicable travel policies; and 4) the 
controls in place to ensure compliance with relevant laws and regulations.3 

                                                 
3 In October 2006, external auditors reviewed the travel practices of the Boards and RSD, and reported that 
Statement of Travel Expenses forms were not submitted; Travel Request Forms were not completed and 
approved by the Director of RSD; Statement of Travel Expenses forms were not submitted timely; A 
Statement of Travel Expenses form was not approved by the Director of RSD and timely submitted to the 
City's Finance Department for payment; and travel reports were not submitted. 
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Our evaluation covered the period between July 2005 and February 2008.  
RSD provided an Excel worksheet that its staff created to account for travel 
during this time period.  According to RSD, the worksheet contained the 
travel transactions for the time period in question.  We evaluated this 
worksheet to analyze travel costs and trends, and identify concerns.  Our 
methodology also utilized interviews of RSD staff, Federated and Police 
and Fire Boardmembers, and Finance Department staff.   

Although we intended to review all of the supporting documentation for the 
reported travel, RSD staff were unable to provide some necessary 
documentation for our review.  However, we believe that the documentation 
that was provided was sufficient to evaluate RSD’s travel expenses and 
practices.  In addition to our general review, we also focused additional 
scrutiny on the individuals who, according to RSD’s records, generated the 
highest travel costs.  This included the 3 highest-cost travelers from 
Federated, the 3 highest-cost travelers from Police and Fire, and the 2 
highest-cost travelers from RSD.  Cumulatively, this group represented over 
60 percent of the total travel expenses reported by RSD during the time 
period in question. 

In addition to reviewing travel records, we reviewed the regulatory 
requirements relevant to travel, including requirements of the City Charter 
and Municipal Code, and the California Government Code.  We also 
interviewed staff and reviewed the travel policies of other pension plans and 
government entities. 
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Finding I    Tighter Policies Could Have Resulted In 
More Economical Travel 

Government entities are held to a high standard in ensuring that public 
funds are used efficiently and effectively, and that the uses of such funds are 
transparent to the public.  Toward this objective, Board-related travel 
expenses should be reasonable and in line with what a prudent person 
would incur when conducting official business.  However, our review of the 
travel expenses between July 2005 and February 2008 revealed numerous 
instances in which Boardmembers and Retirement Services Department 
staff (Boardmembers and Staff) sought and received reimbursement for 
travel expenses that we considered uneconomical. 

Specifically, we found: 

• Boardmembers and Staff sought and received reimbursement for 
costly airfare, lodging, and food expenses even when less costly 
alternatives were available; 

• Boardmembers and Staff did not take advantage of opportunities 
to reduce costs;  

• The Boards’ travel policies are insufficient; and 

• Boardmembers and Staff increased travel expenses by making 
“last-minute” travel arrangements. 

As a result, higher than necessary expenses were allowed and reimbursed to 
Boardmembers and Staff at the expense of the retirement pension plans. 

In comparison to the travel policies of the City of San José and other 
government entities, the travel policies of the Federated City Employees’ 
Retirement System (Federated) and the Police and Fire Department 
Retirement Plan (Police and Fire) are too general and fail to address or 
establish the necessary controls to ensure prudent and reasonable travel.  In 
order to reduce the likelihood of future imprudent travel expenses, the 
Boards should adopt the City of San José Employee Travel Policy, 
encourage the most economical and practical travel accommodations, and 
better promote a culture of fiscal prudence. 
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Boardmembers And Staff Sought And Received Reimbursement For Costly Airfare, 
Lodging, And Food Expenses Even When Less Costly Alternatives Were Available 

When traveling, Boardmembers and Staff should expend only what a 
prudent person would choose to expend when traveling on personal 
business.  In addition, the entity for which the travel is being conducted 
should have in place clear policies and procedures that ensure all travel 
arrangements will be made within reasonable parameters.  However, our 
review of the Retirement Services Department’s (RSD) travel files revealed 
some instances in which Boardmembers and Staff sought and received 
reimbursement for travel expenses that could have potentially been obtained 
for less than half of what RSD paid.  Exhibit 6 illustrates examples of travel 
expenses that appeared excessive. 

Exhibit 6:  Examples Of Excessive Travel Expenses Generated By 
Boardmembers And Staff 

Airfare Reasonable 
Rate4 

Actual 
Cost 

Percent Over 
Reasonable Rate 

Flight to Dallas, TX  (Apr. 2006) $479 $1,248 161% 
Flight to Ft. Lauderdale, FL  (Apr. 2006) $366 $   719 97% 
Flight to Atlanta, GA and Tampa, FL  (Mar. 2006) $623 $1,388 123% 
Flight to Los Angeles, CA  (Sept. 2005) $238 $   420 76% 
Flight to Minneapolis, MN  (July 2005) $512 $   817 60% 
Flight to San Antonio, TX  (Oct. 2005) $386 $   766 99% 
 

Lodging Reasonable 
Rate 

Actual 
Cost 

Percent Over 
Reasonable Rate 

Per Night Hotel in Boston, MA (Sept. 2006) $203 $505 149% 
Per Night Hotel in Boston, MA (Sept. 2006) $203 $430 112% 
Per Night Hotel in New York, NY (June 2007) $214 $456 113% 
Per Night Hotel in Seattle, WA  (Nov. 2007) $152 $427 181% 

 

                                                 
4 To establish reasonable flight costs, we simulated the flights in question on an online reservation system 
and then compared those rates to what the travelers paid.  When determining flight costs, the online 
reservation system provides flight options listed in ascending order in groups of 25.  In order to provide a 
conservative flight cost estimate, we simulated the flight using 2008 flight costs and used the average of the 
lowest cost option and the highest cost option in the initial group of 25.  To establish a reasonable cost for 
lodging and meals, we looked to the United States General Services Administration (GSA) which defines 
maximum per diem rates for lodging, meals, and incidental expenses for cities, counties, and states within the 
continental United States (CONUS).  These rates vary by location, and occasionally, by season.  Rates noted 
in Exhibit 6 are the reported CONUS rates for the specific time of travel with the exception of Boston for 
which we used the 2007 CONUS rate to adjust for seasonal cost differences.  According to GSA, CONUS 
rates are intended to balance the need to ensure that official travel is conducted in a responsible manner with 
the need to minimize administrative costs.  
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Food Reasonable 
Rate 

Actual 
Cost5 

Percent Over 
Reasonable Rate 

Food for Three in Philadelphia, PA (June 2006) $192 $311 62% 
Food for Three in Stamford, CT (Mar. 2006) $192 $404 110% 
Food for Four in New York, NY (July 2005) $204 $425 108% 
Food for Three in New York, NY (June 2006) $192 $354 85% 

Source: Generated from information provided by RSD Staff and Auditors’ Analysis. 
 
 

Our review of the Boards’ policies showed that their current policies do not 
contain language that clearly discourages imprudent expenditures.  In an 
effort to set the tone for prudent travel spending, The Los Angeles City 
Employees’ Retirement System travel policy states, “It is expected in each 
instance that an employee or elected official will only incur expenses that a 
reasonable and prudent person would incur if traveling on personal 
business.” 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #1 
 
Promote a culture of fiscal prudence and encourage the most 
economical and practical travel accommodations.  (Priority 3) 

 
  
Travelers’ Cost Estimates Were Sometimes Exceeded Without Written Explanations 

Under the current travel process, a person who intends to travel should fill 
out and submit a “Travel Request Form” for approval.  On this form, 
travelers are expected to accurately estimate their anticipated travel 
expenses so that approving parties can determine the appropriateness of the 
proposed expenses.  Specifically, travelers must identify transportation, 
registration, lodging, rental car, and other expenses.  Upon returning from a 
trip, the traveler must submit a “Statement of Travel Expenses” in order to 
obtain reimbursement.  However, we found that in some cases, the actual 
costs of travel greatly exceeded the costs identified on the Travel Request 
Forms as shown in Exhibit 7.  In these examples, no explanation was 
documented to clarify the need for exceeding the cost estimates. 

 

                                                 
5 Actual food cost includes the group dinner cost and the per diems received by those who attended the meal. 
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Exhibit 7:  Travelers’ Cost Estimates Not Always Accurate 

Travel Description 
Travel 

Expense 
Estimate 

Actual 
Travel 

Expense 

Percent 
Over 

Estimate 
Site Visits, Los Angeles, CA  (Sept. 2005)  $     427  $     949 122% 
Due Diligence, London, UK and Stamford, CT  (Apr. 2006)  $  2,698  $  4,660 73% 
Conference, Honolulu, HI  (Nov. 2005)  $  3,465  $  5,742 66% 
Due Diligence, Atlanta, GA and St. Petersburg, FL  (Mar. 2006)  $  1,373  $  2,063 50% 
Training Course, Ontario, CA  (Oct. 2007)  $     980  $  1,446 47% 
Conference, Honolulu, HI  (May 2007)  $  3,464  $  4,899 41% 

Source: Generated from information provided by RSD Staff and Auditors’ Analysis. 
 

We recommend the RSD Director and the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #2 
 
Require travelers to provide written justification when exceeding the 
estimated travel costs noted on the Travel Request Form.  
(Priority 2) 

 
  
Boardmembers And Staff Did Not Take Advantage Of Opportunities To Reduce 
Costs 

Government entities should seek opportunities to lower costs in order to 
maximize the use of their resources.  For instance, the City of San José 
Employee Travel Policy requires employees to choose the lowest cost 
options for flights and all other modes of transportation.  However, our 
review of the travel files showed that Boardmembers and Staff did not take 
advantage of opportunities to reduce travel costs.  For example, we 
observed that ground transportation arrangements were not coordinated 
among Boardmembers traveling on the same trip, resulting in multiple 
rental car expenses.  We also identified instances in which travelers did not 
take advantage of discounted conference hotel rates.  In several cases, 
premium rental car options were selected and fuel service fees were 
incurred.  We also found instances in which travelers charged short term 
parking fees when long term parking was available at half the cost.  Our 
interviews with Boardmembers and Staff revealed that lodging 
arrangements are often selected based on the hotels’ proximity to the final 
destinations and not because of the reasonableness of their rates. 

It appears that part of the higher travel costs are attributable to a significant 
preference by Boardmembers and Staff to travel on one particular airline, 
even when less expensive alternatives were available.  Furthermore, 
Boardmembers and Staff used a travel agency which was operated by a 
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retired San José Police Officer.  This agency assessed a $40 service fee per 
transaction and did not appear to produce lower rates.  In contrast, the State 
of California contracts with State-authorized travel agencies.  State-
authorized travel agencies have met objective performance standards, 
including applying a maximum ticketing fee of $10.  If Boardmembers and 
Staff had been subject to these standards, many trips would have been less 
costly.  When we asked RSD staff why the Department used the travel 
agencies it used, the respondent indicated that the travel agents worked well 
with staff and provided reliable, convenient service. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #3 
 
Actively seek conference rates, government rates, and other general 
travel discounts.  (Priority 3) 

 
According to the Finance Director, traveling City employees commonly 
secure their own travel accommodations through online travel services.  
Should RSD and the Boards continue to enlist the services of outside travel 
agencies, we recommend RSD: 

Recommendation #4 
 
Use a competitive process to identify an appropriate travel agency.  
(Priority 2) 

 
  
The Boards’ Travel Policies Are Insufficient 

During the course of our audit, we obtained and reviewed the travel policies 
of six government entities.  Most of the travel policies we reviewed, 
including the City of San José Employee Travel Policy, were more 
comprehensive and detailed than the travel policies of the Boards.6  Areas 
where the other policies appeared to have stronger and more precise 
language were: 

• Emphasizing the need to obtain the most economical and cost 
effective travel arrangements; 

• Listing the consequences for violating the travel policy; 

• Clearly establishing the parameters that guide appropriate travel; 

                                                 
6 For more key concepts that are covered by the travel policies of other government entities, see Appendix F. 
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• Placing responsibility on the traveler for complying with the 
California Political Reform Act and the Brown Act; 

• Establishing an orientation training for new Boardmembers and 
setting guidelines for the desired amount of training;  

• Establishing minimum annual training requirements for all 
Boardmembers; and 

• Referencing gift and ethics policies.7 
 

In our opinion, the general nature of the Boards’ travel policies have 
allowed for excessive or imprudent expenses to go unquestioned. 

The City of San José Employee Travel Policy is more comprehensive, 
prescriptive, and restrictive than the Boards’ current travel policies.  By 
outlining specific expectations for travelers, the City’s travel policy 
promotes more economical travel.  In our opinion, the Boards should adopt 
the City of San José Employee Travel Policy.  By doing so, the 
Boardmembers will have better direction on what is considered appropriate 
travel expenditures and make significant progress in ensuring that future 
travel will be necessary, reasonable, prudent, and cost effective.  This 
should also simplify the travel approval process for RSD and Finance staff, 
and implement many of the recommendations noted thus far. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #5 
 
Adopt the City of San José Employee Travel Policy as their own.  
(Priority 2) 

 
As shown in Exhibit 3, 43 to 58 percent of travel expenses during FYs 
2005-06 and 2006-07 were related to conferences and training.  The 
purpose of each Board’s travel policy is to strongly encourage continuing 
education of boardmembers and to establish policies and procedures.  
However, neither Boards’ policies define appropriate levels of training or 
education for boardmembers. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation # 6 
 
Establish reasonable parameters for travel and training.  (Priority 3) 

                                                 
7 It should be noted that Federated has a “Travel and Gifts” policy.  It is attached in Appendix D. 
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We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #7 
 
Require mandatory training on travel policies for Boardmembers 
and Staff.  (Priority 3) 

 
  
Boardmembers And Staff Increased Travel Expenses By Making “Last-Minute” 
Travel Arrangements 

When possible, a prudent traveler would avoid making last-minute travel 
arrangements because they often result in significantly higher costs.  The 
City of San José Employee Travel Policy seeks to prevent last-minute travel 
by requiring that “a completed Travel Request Form shall be submitted to 
the Department Director and the Finance Department at least two weeks 
prior to the deadline for any refunds, credits on reservations or other 
related expenses.”  However, we found examples in which some travel 
arrangements were made just prior to trips without any documentation 
justifying the necessity for last-minute travel.  This type of travel resulted in 
higher than necessary costs.  For example, we identified a two-day trip to 
Los Angeles for which the travel arrangements were made four days prior 
to departure.  The cost of the trip was almost $1,000.  We surmise that a 
large portion of the higher costs for this trip was attributable to making last-
minute travel arrangements.  In another example, a flight to Dallas, Texas 
was scheduled five days prior to travel, resulting in flight costs of over 
$1,200.  Making travel arrangements in advance reduces costs and allows 
for more cost effective options to be explored. 

We recommend the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #8 
 
Incorporate language into the City of San José Employee Travel 
Policy that requires written justification for last-minute travel 
arrangements.  (Priority 3) 
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Finding II    Some Travelers Received More In Travel 
Reimbursements Than They Were Entitled 
To Receive 

Travel policies guide prospective travelers in their travel activities, and 
define reasonable and necessary travel expenses.  The Board of 
Administration for the Federated City Employees Retirement System 
(Federated), the Board of Administration for the Police and Fire Department 
Retirement Plan (Police and Fire), and the City of San José have each 
adopted their own travel policies.  All three policies intend to define 
reasonable and necessary travel expenses, and prohibit certain expenses 
deemed unreasonable and unnecessary.  Despite the travel policies’ 
prohibitions, we found that on several occasions, traveling Boardmembers 
and Retirement Services Department staff (Boardmembers and Staff) 
received travel reimbursements for expenses that were clearly not allowed 
by their respective travel policies.  Specifically, we found: 

• Some Boardmembers and Staff were reimbursed for ineligible 
expenses such as: 1) extended stays and other personal expenses, 
2) expenses unsupported by receipts, 3) excessive meals and 
inappropriate per diems; and 

• Some Boardmembers were reimbursed for expenses they did not 
incur. 

In our opinion, ineligible expenses were reimbursed due to insufficient 
review of travel activities and documents, and errors in completing travel 
forms.  When we notified Boardmembers and Staff about the ineligible 
reimbursements, all individuals we notified submitted payments for the 
purpose of correcting ineligible reimbursements they had received.  Since 
discovering the ineligible reimbursements, we have been working 
collaboratively with Boardmembers and Staff to identify and prevent future 
ineligible expenses from being requested and approved. 

  
Analysis Of Boardmembers And Staff Travel Activity Hampered By Incomplete Files 

Although we intended to review all of the supporting documentation for the 
reported travel between July 2005 and February 2008, RSD staff was 
unable to provide all necessary documentation.  At the time of our review, 
RSD was unable to provide supporting documentation for approximately 
$50,000 of the approximately $260,000 of travel expense RSD reported was 
incurred during this time period.  After our analysis was complete, RSD 
staff provided explanations for a number of these missing files.   
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Our review of the travel records that RSD staff provided revealed about 
$6,300 in ineligible travel expenses generated by 6 individual 
Boardmembers and Staff.  None of these individuals were City 
Councilmembers.  These travelers have since repaid the pension plans for 
these ineligible amounts.  However, due to incomplete travel files, we 
cannot be assured that all ineligible expenses have been identified. 

We recommend RSD: 

Recommendation #9 
 
Completely document its travel activity and improve the 
organization of its travel files.  (Priority 2) 

 
  
Extended Stays And Other Personal Expenses 

According to their respective travel policies, Boardmembers and Staff 
should incur travel expenses only for reasonable and necessary expenses 
associated with approved travel activities.  Nevertheless, in our review of 
travelers’ records between 2005-06 and 2007-08, we found reimbursed 
expenses that were unrelated to approved travel activities.  In one such 
occurrence, a Boardmember was over reimbursed approximately $2,300 for 
personal expenses he incurred before and after a conference.  The 
Boardmember has since acknowledged that during a three-day portion of 
the trip, he was neither representing the Board, nor conducting business on 
its behalf. 

During the course of our audit, a RSD staff member informed us that a 
concern regarding an extended stay had previously been raised to a former 
supervisor who dismissed the concern.  According to the RSD staff 
member, the supervisor directed staff to disregard the issue and process the 
reimbursement without further review. 

In another example of reimbursements for expenses unrelated to approved 
travel activities, a RSD staff member was reimbursed over $500 for rental 
car and parking expenses in connection with a conference.  After further 
review of this expense, we questioned whether the traveler really needed a 
rental car as his lodging accommodations were at the conference venue, 
which was an estimated 15-minute drive from the airport.  When we asked 
the traveler about the car rental expense in question, the traveler admitted 
that the rental car expenses were not related to his participation in the 
conference, but were solely related to “personal business.”   
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In another example, we identified a Boardmember who secured lodging at 
nearly double the conference rate in order to accommodate family members.  
Costs incurred as a result of accompanying family members are explicitly 
prohibited in both Boards’ travel policies. 

The City of San José Employee Travel Policy prescribes that department 
directors, the Director of Finance or the City Manager,8 are responsible for 
ensuring that travel expenses are reasonable and necessary.  As such, they 
are tasked with reviewing, approving, and denying Travel Request Forms 
and Statements of Travel Expenses.  However, approving parties did not 
identify any of the instances we identified in which travelers claimed 
reimbursement for expenses that were unrelated to approved travel 
activities.   

We recommend the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #10 
 
Revise the City of San José Employee Travel Policy to require 
travelers to include event brochures and itineraries with their Travel 
Request Forms and Statements of Travel Expenses to help 
approving officials verify that expenses are related to approved 
travel activities.  (Priority 3) 

 

Recommendation #11 
 
Provide training for RSD and City employees who process travel 
documents.  (Priority 3) 

 
  
Expenses Unsupported By Receipts 

Per the travel policies of the Federated and Police and Fire Retirement 
Boards, and the City of San José, reimbursement requests should be 
supported by itemized receipts.  However, we found numerous examples in 
which traveling Boardmembers and Staff sought and received 
reimbursements for expenses that were not supported by itemized receipts.  
For example, one Boardmember was reimbursed for airfare expenses 
without providing a receipt of itemized expenses, or an explanation as to 
why the receipt was missing.  Instead, the Boardmember submitted a 
reservation confirmation that both RSD and the Finance Department 
accepted.  In another example, a RSD staff member claimed and was 

                                                 
8 The City Manager typically approves department directors’ travel, out-of-state travel, or travel that involves 
unique or extraordinary circumstances. 
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granted reimbursement for rental car expenses based on a reservation 
confirmation rather than an itemized receipt.  Furthermore, in the latter 
example, the amount of reimbursement exceeded the amount listed on the 
reservation confirmation.  We also found several incidents in which 
travelers sought reimbursement for specific meal expenses and did not 
provide itemized receipts, but instead submitted receipts that contained only 
the total amounts paid. 

We recommend RSD and the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #12 
 
Require actual receipts, proof of payment, or in unique 
circumstances, written explanations for missing receipts or proof of 
payment.  (Priority 1) 

 
  
Excessive Meals And Inappropriate Per Diems 

During a due diligence trip to the East Coast, one RSD staff member was 
reimbursed for two meals for himself and two other travelers (a total six of 
meals).  The reimbursement was granted without itemized receipts as 
required by the City travel policy which states “Actual costs for meals shall 
be reimbursed when supported by itemized receipts up to 150% of the 
applicable Per Diem rate for Meals.”  This example illustrates two types of 
ineligible expenses: 1) the staff member was reimbursed for more than the 
allowable limit prescribed by the City of San José Employee Travel Policy, 
and, 2) the Boardmembers claimed per diem when their meals had already 
been covered by the staff member.   

When one traveler pays on behalf of a group, it is particularly important for 
travelers to coordinate reimbursement requests.  Meal expenses need to be 
reasonable and should remain within the prescribed per diem limits.  In our 
opinion, if travelers exceed the meal expense limit, they should personally 
absorb the amounts over the limit. 

We recommend the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #13 
 
Revise the City of San José Employee Travel Policy to require 
travelers to clearly disclose, itemize, and account for group expenses.  
(Priority 3) 
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Some Boardmembers Were Reimbursed For Expenses They Did Not Incur 

According to both Boards’ travel policies, “Board members and staff may 
be authorized to undertake official travel and be reimbursed for all 
reasonable and necessary expenses incurred while traveling on Board 
business…”  As such, seeking reimbursements for expenses that were not 
incurred while traveling on Board business is strictly prohibited.  Despite 
this, we found several instances in which Boardmembers were reimbursed 
for expenses they did not incur. 

In some cases, the over reimbursement appears to be accidental.  For 
example, we identified an instance in which a Boardmember was 
reimbursed more than he should have been because a room credit was not 
appropriately accounted for in his Statement of Travel Expenses. 

Several of the travelers whose activity we reviewed were minimally 
involved in their travel arrangements.  In these cases, travelers did not make 
their travel arrangements, fill out their travel documents, or even sign their 
own Travel Request Forms and Statements of Travel Expenses.  In our 
opinion, travelers should review, sign, and verify the accuracy of their own 
Statements of Travel Expenses in order to minimize the likeliness of errors 
in expense claims. 

We also identified some reimbursement requests that appear to be 
intentionally greater than the actual costs of travel.  On one such occasion, a 
Boardmember submitted erroneous documentation that represented several 
hundred dollars more than the actual airfare costs.  In another instance, a 
Boardmember modified a receipt to recover unsupported expenses.   

The ineligible expenses noted above have been repaid to the pension plans.  
However, because the false documentation was clearly inappropriate and 
unacceptable, we have referred these, as well as all other ineligible expenses 
cited in this report to the City Manager’s Office and the City Attorney’s 
Office for further review. 

We recommend RSD and the Boards: 

Recommendation #14 
 
Require Boardmembers and Staff to complete and sign their own 
Travel Request Forms and Statements of Travel Expenses.  
(Priority 2) 
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We recommend the Finance Department: 

Recommendation #15 
 
Add language to the Travel Request Form that requests signatories 
to verify that all expenses will be incurred for the purpose of City 
business.  (Priority 1) 
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Finding III    Improvements Are Needed To Address 
Ethics, Transparency, And Perceived 
Conflicts Of Interest 

While traveling on official business, Boardmembers are subject to local and 
State regulations that are intended to ensure ethical and transparent 
behavior.  These regulations limit and define the gifts that City employees 
and decision-makers can receive, and provide guidelines for acceptance and 
reporting of gifts. These regulations also limit instances in which 
Boardmembers can gather outside of regularly scheduled meetings – a 
potential issue when traveling in groups. During our review, we noticed 
examples of travel activities that could be perceived as out of compliance 
with the City’s gift ordinance and State law.  Absent controls to ensure 
compliance, Boardmembers may be at greater risk of running afoul of 
critical legal provisions and creating the perception of impropriety. 

  
Acceptance Of Gifts Of Food And Entertainment 

All City employees and officials, including Boardmembers, are obligated to 
comply with the City’s Gift ordinance.  The San José Municipal Code 
Chapter 12.08 Prohibition of Gifts states  

“No officer or designated employee of the city or its 
redevelopment agency shall accept any gift, directly or 
indirectly, from any person who is subject to the decision-
making or recommending authority of such officer or 
employee, except as specifically provided in this chapter.”  
Furthermore, section 12.08.015 states, “the reporting and 
disclosure of gifts shall be done in accordance with the 
requirements of the Political Reform Act, California 
Government Code Section 81000 et seq., as amended, and 
the requirements in this chapter.” 

We confirmed through the City Attorney’s Office that nominal gifts made 
available to all event participants as part of an event are less likely to be 
subject to reporting requirements.  On the other hand, gifts by third parties 
that are offered only to select individuals or select groups should be tracked 
and reported as directed by the City of San José Gift Ordinance. 

However, we identified numerous examples of activities that can be 
perceived to be out of compliance with gift restrictions.  Among these are 
several examples in which Boardmembers and Staff accepted gifts of meals 
or entertainment by third parties while at conferences or on due diligence 
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trips.  One RSD employee reported that it was commonplace for investment 
groups and other entities to treat Boardmembers to meals.  Another 
Boardmember described some of these events as “wine-and-dine” sessions 
in which Boardmembers network with business associates.  However, after 
participating in a third-party sponsored dinner for a select group of 
individuals, one Boardmember felt compelled to send a personal check to 
the sponsoring company for $100.9  This individual felt strongly that the 
meal fell under the City’s gift restrictions and felt the need to either pay for 
the meal or report the meal on the Statement of Economic Interest under 
reportable gifts.10  Also attending this same event were two other 
Boardmembers and one RSD staff, none of whom paid the sponsor or 
reported meals on their Statements of Economic Interest. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #16 
 
Establish controls to ensure compliance with the San José Municipal 
Code Chapter 12.08 Prohibition of Gifts.  (Priority 2) 

 
  
Acceptance Of Donated Conference Registration 

According to the Boards’ travel policies: 

Any donations of educational conferences, and similar 
events and benefits, including travel, meals and 
accommodations must be made to the Board of 
Administration… and not directly to individual Board 
members.  The Board of Administration will determine 
whether or not to accept any donations, and any 
acceptance shall be by resolution. The Board will be solely 
responsible for the selection of the Board member or other 
individual who will attend or otherwise participate on 
behalf of the Board of Administration. 

This appears to be a strong control for preventing gifts from being received, 
and avoiding the perception of a conflict of interest.  However, despite this 
direction, we found that on at least one occasion, a Boardmember did not 
comply with this policy.  Specifically, a Boardmember who was 

                                                 
9 The Boardmember estimated the value of services to be $100. 
10 The Statement of Economic Interest is a State-required document that is intended to ensure that certain 
employees and public officials report personal assets and income.  The document is more commonly known 
as the Form 700. 
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participating in a conference in his capacity as a Boardmember, had most of 
his conference registration ($595) paid by a labor union.  Concerns that are 
raised by this example are potential or perceived conflict of interest, and 
violation of the Boards’ travel policies.11 

In order to ensure compliance with the Police and Fire’s travel policy and 
avoid the perception of a conflict of interest, we recommend that the Police 
and Fire Board: 

Recommendation #17 
 
Consult with the Boards’ legal counsel to determine how to handle 
the conference registration expense of $595.  (Priority 2) 

 
  
The California Political Reform Act And The Statement Of Economic Interest 

The Political Reform Act of 197412 (PRA) is California’s conflict of interest 
law for public officials.  The PRA’s requirements are administered by the 
Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC).  The mission of the FPPC is to 
promote the integrity of representative State and local governments in 
California through fair, impartial interpretation, and enforcement of 
political campaign, lobbying, and conflict of interest laws.  The PRA 
requires certain "designated" public officials at all levels of government to 
publicly disclose their private economic interests, and requires all public 
officials to disqualify themselves from participating in decisions in which 
they have a financial interest. 

As such, State and local government officials and some government 
employees, including Boardmembers and Staff, must file “Statements of 
Economic Interest” (Form 700s).  The Form 700 includes the “income-gift” 
disclosure and the “Travel Payment, Advances, and Reimbursements” 
disclosure.  Given our previously mentioned concerns regarding gift 
handling by Boardmembers and Staff, we obtained and reviewed all filed 
Form 700s for the Boardmembers and RSD staff.  During our review of the 
Form 700s, we found several concerns.  Specifically we found: 

• Some Boardmembers did not specify their reportable affiliations 
with the retirement Boards on their Form 700s; 

                                                 
11 By allowing a union or any other entity to pay for Board-related expenses, a Boardmember brings to 
question whose interests the Boardmember truly represents.  To emphasize the importance of Boardmembers 
acting solely in the interest of their retirement funds, the California Pension Protection Act states, “A 
retirement board's duty to its participants and their beneficiaries shall take precedence over any other duty.” 
12 California Government Code Sections 81000-91014. 
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• Some Boardmembers and Staff did not submit their Form 700s by 
the deadline;  

• One Boardmember may not have submitted a Form 700 for 2006; 
and 

• Some Boardmembers may not have disclosed reportable gifts on 
their Form 700. 

We recommend the Boardmembers and Staff: 

Recommendation #18 
 
Complete and submit outstanding Statements of Economic Interest, 
and consider the need to amend previously submitted Statements of 
Economic Interest.  (Priority 1) 

 
The City Clerk’s Office is responsible for supplying Form 700s to required 
filers and notifying officials when they do not file by the prescribed 
deadline.  The Clerk’s Office is also required to report PRA violations to 
the appropriate enforcement agency.  Although the Clerk’s Office notified 
Boardmembers and Staff of their filing obligations, we found the City Clerk 
does not consider the Boardmembers as part of the group of government 
officials that are identified by Government Code Section 87200.  
Government officials identified under section 87200 include the Mayor, 
City Councilmembers, Planning Commissioners, and public officials who 
manage public investments.  Individuals in this group are more heavily 
scrutinized and must file directly with the State.  Given the fiduciary 
responsibility placed on members of the Boards and on some members of 
RSD staff, we believe the City should treat the retirement Boardmembers 
and some RSD staff as Section 87200 filers. 

We recommend the City Clerk: 

Recommendation #19 
 
Consult with the FPPC to determine whether Boardmembers, the 
RSD Director, the Chief Investment Officer, and other RSD 
investment staff should be treated as covered by Government Code 
Section 87200.  (Priority 2) 

 

Recommendation #20 
 
Follow-up on outstanding Statements of Economic Interests and 
report filing violations to the oversight entity and the appropriate 
enforcement agency as required by the PRA.  (Priority 2) 
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AB 1234 - Reports On Results Of Travel 

Federated’s current travel policy requires Boardmembers to provide oral or 
written reports to the Board after educational conferences “in a timely 
manner” and states that outstanding travel reports are to be placed on the 
pending actions list until completion.  The policy is insufficient in that it 
does not compel travelers to report on due diligence travel and does not 
adequately define “timely manner.”  Furthermore, Police and Fire does not 
have this requirement. 

We believe this insufficiency leads to the Boards’ lax enforcement of travel 
reports, which has resulted in traveling Boardmembers not always 
completing travel reports.  Furthermore, Boardmembers did not always 
present travel reports at the meetings immediately after the travel activities.  
We also learned that outstanding travel reports were not placed in the on the 
Board agendas’ pending actions list which would remind travelers of their 
responsibility to publicly report the results of their travel activities.  
Inconsistent reporting on official travel has resulted in insufficient travel 
records and transparency during official travel.  AB 1234 states “members 
of a legislative body shall provide brief reports on meetings attended at the 
expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the legislative 
body.”  Boardmembers may not comply with this AB 1234 provision. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #21 
 
Develop and enforce travel report guidelines for all board-funded 
travel activities per AB 1234.  (Priority 2) 

 
The Los Angeles City Employees’ Retirement System (LACERS) has 
adopted the practice of making all travel by the Board public and 
transparent.  This transparency is achieved by making all travel activity 
related to LACERS public and promptly posting its travel activity and 
expenses on the LACERS website.  In addition, the LACERS General 
Manager is required to publicly report all travel activity at the end of the 
year.  In our opinion, the Boards should adopt, like LACERS, a more 
transparent practice of publicizing their travel activities and expenses. 
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We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #22 
 
Develop and publicly post periodic travel expense summaries.  
(Priority 3) 

 
  
Complying With The Ralph M. Brown Act While Traveling  

The Ralph M. Brown Act (Brown Act) seeks to ensure that legislative 
policy makers engage in debate and discussion, and arrive at decisions at 
publicized meetings where members of the public can witness and 
participate.  The Brown Act limits instances in which decision-makers can 
gather outside of regularly scheduled meetings and discuss, make decisions 
about, or vote on issues that are to be considered by the entire policy body.  
Informal gatherings such as lunches or social gatherings could also 
constitute meetings if issues under the subject matter jurisdiction of the 
body are discussed or decided.  The Brown Act specifically prohibits “any 
use of direct communication, personal intermediaries or technological 
devices that are employed by a majority of the members of the legislative 
body to develop a collective concurrence as to action to be taken.”  Most 
often, this type of meeting is conducted through a series of communications 
by individual members or less-than-a-quorum groups, ultimately involving 
a majority of the body’s members. These meetings are called serial 
meetings.  

Whenever Boardmembers communicate with each other regarding official 
business outside of their public meetings, there is a possibility that they 
could violate the Brown Act by inadvertently discussing and developing 
concurrence on Board agenda items.  In our review of the Boards’ travel 
policies, only Federated’s travel policy included language to address the 
Brown Act.  Federated’s current education and travel policy states, “Travel 
when four or more Board Members are present shall be posted in the 
prescribed manner as dictated by the Brown Act.”  Police and Fire’s policy 
does not include this reference. 

As a control for complying with the Brown Act, the Los Angeles Police and 
Fire System specifically dedicates a section of its new member orientation 
process to reviewing the Brown Act.  The Fresno Retirement Board also 
addresses the Brown Act by limiting the number of travelers that can 
simultaneously participate in the same events. 
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The Boards’ policies are a critical resource in guiding Boardmembers’ 
behavior and therefore, should be clear and comprehensive.  Given the 
importance of complying with the Brown Act, stronger measures should be 
taken to deter and prevent actual or perceived Brown Act violations 
especially when traveling in groups.  The lack of reference to the Brown 
Act in Police and Fire’s policy creates unnecessary risk of Brown Act 
violations. 

We recommend the Boards: 

Recommendation #23 
 
Adopt supplemental policies to limit the number of Boardmembers 
traveling together and post events as required by the Brown Act.  
(Priority 3) 
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APPENDIX A 
 

DEFINITIONS OF PRIORITY 1, 2, AND 3 
AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 The City of San Jose’s City Policy Manual (6.1.2) defines the classification scheme 

applicable to audit recommendations and the appropriate corrective actions as follows: 

 

Priority 
Class1 

 
Description 

Implementation 
Category 

Implementation 
Action3 

1 Fraud or serious violations are 
being committed, significant fiscal 
or equivalent non-fiscal losses are 
occurring.2 

Priority Immediate 

2 A potential for incurring 
significant fiscal or equivalent 
fiscal or equivalent non-fiscal 
losses exists.2 

Priority Within 60 days 

3 Operation or administrative 
process will be improved. 

General 60 days to one 
year 

 
 
 
___________________________ 
 
1 The City Auditor is responsible for assigning audit recommendation priority class numbers.  A 

recommendation which clearly fits the description for more than one priority class shall be assigned the 
higher number.  

 
2 For an audit recommendation to be considered related to a significant fiscal loss, it will usually be 

necessary for an actual loss of $50,000 or more to be involved or for a potential loss (including 
unrealized revenue increases) of $100,000 to be involved.  Equivalent non-fiscal losses would include, 
but not be limited to, omission or commission of acts by or on behalf of the City which would be likely 
to expose the City to adverse criticism in the eyes of its citizens.   

 
3 The implementation time frame indicated for each priority class is intended as a guideline for 

establishing implementation target dates.  While prioritizing recommendations is the responsibility of 
the City Auditor, determining implementation dates is the responsibility of the City Administration.   
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APPENDIX F

KEY CONCEPTS IN TRAVEL POLICIES

City of San José Employee Travel Policy
Employees shall fly coach class on the lowest cost flight available
Employees shall choose the lowest cost for all other modes of transportation
Rental cars are only allowed for business  (to and from a hotel and conference)  
Employees are responsible for reducing rental costs
When meals are provided at an event, employees will not be eligible for per diem
Maximum amount reimbursable for incidental and meals is 150% of CONUS standard
Alcoholic beverages expenses are not allowed
All expenses other than per diem and incidentals must be supported by itemized receipts
Prorate per diem allowance for the first and last day of travel (75%)
Local travel is not eligible for a per diem

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System Education & Travel Policy
Requires new trustees to participate in an orientation program
Restricts that no more than 2 boardmembers will attend a single event
Recognizes that travelers need to travel in a cost-effective manner, minimizing costs wherever possible
Head of the department certifies the expenses incurred were for official business
Requires a report back to the board
Requires an end of year travel activity summary report
Adopts the travel policy of the Controller's Office with few exceptions
Falsification of documents will be grounds for appropriate disciplinary action

City of Fresno Retirement Systems Continuing Education and Due Diligence Visitations Policy
Restricts that no more than 2 boardmembers will meet for business purposes without appropriate public 
notice
Does not allow per diems if meals  are provided
Consider conference start date the first day that significant content is covered
Notes that boardmembers are responsible for complying with the Political Reform Act

City of Compton Expense and Reimbursement Policy
Clearly lists items that the City will not reimburse
Emphasizes the need to seek the most economical mode of transportation
Reservations  should be made at least 14 days in advance
Rental vehicles should be justified with a business reason or economic benefit to support rental
Lodging expenses should not exceed the group or conference rate
Travelers should seek government rates
Requires ethics training
Lists consequences for violating the policy

City of Gatlinburg Travel Policy
Adjusts mileage reimbursement to account for what one would normally travel to work
Notes that whenever possible, employees should refuel before returning rental vehicles
Lodging expenses are restricted to those established in CONUS

California State Teachers' Retirement System Proposed Travel Expense Policy
Emphasizes that only reasonable and necessary expenses should be incurred
Discloses that all boardmembers and staff are subject to the disclosure and reporting requirements of the 
System’s Conflict of Interest Code and Fair Political Practices Commission regulations
No per diem allowed when third parties provide meals

Some key concepts covered by the other policies that are excluded or unclear in 
the Retirement Boards' Policies

F-1




